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concern of the discipline of Management is to distinguish
successes from failures and then investigate the causes
behind such successes and failures. If one is able to explain
why organisation A is more profitable than organisation B,
why product X has greater market share than product Y or
what kind of incentives make an employee come up with
more innovative ideas than another, practising managers
can make informed choices. However, cultural industries
and cultural goods such as movies have always posed
a challenge in this regard because analysts and academi-
cians have struggled to identify the reasons why one movie
became a success, while another very similar one failed in
the market. Out of exasperation, one Hollywood observer
commented ‘Nobody knows anything’ (Goldman, 1984),
meaning that while producers and managers constantly
attribute causes to past successes, they have no ability to
predict the success of a movie at an early stage. Given his
stellar record, Raju Hirani provides us with a very inter-
esting opportunity to understand what has made him such
a successful director in an industry that is characterised by
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about how to succeed in this industry, chances are it will be
Raju Hirani and it was with the intention of unravelling
some of the mystery that has baffled the practitioner and
the academician so far that we set out to interview him.2
Why is it so difficult to understand the reasons for success
or failure in this business? Films or movies are cultural goods
defined as ‘non-material goods directed at public consumers
for whom they generally serve an aesthetic or expressive,
rather than clearly utilitarian function’ (Hirsch, 1972).
Cultural goods derive value from the subjective experiences,
perceptions and emotions of consumers, all of which are
idiosyncratic and do not have predictable patterns such as
utility curves. In this domain, benchmarks and standards are
derived from abstract ideals rather than product attributes.
To add to the complexity, consumers not only judge cultural
goods from their own experience but are also influenced by
what others perceive about these goods. Movies are thus
classified as ‘credence goods’, as opposed to search goods,
where quality can be assessed before purchase, or experi-
ence goods where quality can be learnt after use. For
credence goods, quality can only be partially assessed during
experience because the perception of quality is significantly
influenced by what other people think about it (Kretschmer,
Kimis, & Choi, 1999).
How do managers involved with the creation, produc-
tion, marketing and distribution of cultural goods deal with
their attendant ambiguity and idiosyncrasy? This is impor-
tant to understand because similar idiosyncratic and non-
utilitarian value creation might be found in an increasing
number of other industries where creativity is key to
sustaining competitive advantage. Successful managers in
creative industries perform a fine balancing act by
constantly reconciling polar opposites across creative,
market and organisational dimensions. Thus, they balance
the artistic value of entertainment products against their
entertainment value, seek novelty in their products within
a familiar context, address existing demand, yet use
imagination to extend and transform the market, derive the
advantage of vertical integration but maintain flexibility
through creative specialisation and while they build
systems (structures, processes and culture) to create,
support and market cultural products, they enable fruition
of individual creativity (Lampel, Lant, & Shamsie, 2000). In
our interview with Raju Hirani, we try to understand how he
performs this balancing act and whether that holds the
secret of his ability to consistently deliver movies that are
creative, original and entertaining.
In our interview we start off by getting to know Raju
Hirani’s personal journey e life’s trials and tribulations that
got him to the world of filmmaking. We want to know how
a creative mind develops, how Raju Hirani came to be the
person that he is today. This is because any creative output
is inseparable from the creator and most successful people
in the domain of creativity are‘self actualised’; for them,
the pursuit of creative activities is fulfilling by itself. This
implies that as the creator of his movies, Raju Hirani’s
philosophy, perspective towards life, likes and dislikes are2 The interviewwas undertaken as part of our research on creative
industries. The project has been funded by British Council India.deeply embedded in his work. This is often perceived as one
of the fundamental differences between the pursuit of
scientific and creative activities e while a scientific prac-
titioner is taught to keep him/herself detached from the
scientific process and output, the creative practitioner gets
embodied in the creative process and product.
However, movie making is not an individual exercise and
as the director of themovie, RajuHirani needs to get the best
from his entire team. Film production teams have been
described as a ‘motley crew’where artists and technicians of
varied skills and specialisation, different aesthetic values
and potentially conflicting priorities work together during
the project, largely without any long term attachment to an
organisation (Caves, 2000). We therefore explore in this
interview how Raju Hirani brings about coordination and
collaboration among the various members of his crew, what
his relationship is with the producer and how he manages to
get the best out of his actors, many of whom are superstars
with a fame and reputation that precede Mr Hirani’s repu-
tation as a leading director of the Hindi film industry. Raju
Hirani’s way of handling his team can provide important
lessons in leadership and it reinforces the image of a leader,
especially in a creative industry, as a facilitator and cheer-
leader whose main task is to inspire team members to
unleash their creative potential. Benjamin Zander power-
fully captures this image when he says, ‘The conductor of
a symphony (the leader) is the only team member who does
not play an instrument, he is the only teammemberwhodoes
not make anymusic’, implying that the conductor’s task is to
make others create music (Zander, 2006).
Finally, our discussion takes us to understanding the
business aspects of movie making, how risks get passed on
from one stakeholder to another depending on the specific
situation. Estimates indicate that an average Hindi movie is
made at a cost of Rs. 20e25 crores (Rs. 200e250 million) and
most of the 500 odd Hindi movies that are produced in a year
fail to recover their costs.3 In this scenario,wewanted to find
out how movies are budgeted and how the returns are esti-
mated, given the uncertainty that is there with the product
and the market. We also asked Raju Hirani about the impact
of the various changes that have been happening in the
industry, especially with the entry of Indian corporate and
multinational enterprises. Not so long ago, the Hindi movie
industry was alleged to be dependent on the underworld for
financing. Raju Hirani tells us about the reality today and the
largely positive and the small negative impact that corpo-
ratisation has had on the industry.
Interview with Raju Hirani
The early years
JR/SM: Mr. Hirani, you have this enviable record of
delivering two successive hits as a director. And going by
the buzz, you third movie, 3 Idiots is also a super-hit.3 The authors’ estimates are based on various data sources
available from Variety International Film Guide, Asianfilms.org,
Reuters, PWC, FICCI and BusinessWorld accessed through the
Internet.
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film industry, so how did you end up making films?
RH: Like every youth of this country I wanted to be an
engineer, not because I loved engineering but because that
seemed to be the natural thing to do. Our family was
a typically middle class familydmy dad came from Pakistan
during the partition. For a while he was in one of the
refugee camps in Agra, from where he came to Nagpur in
search of opportunitiesdI was born and brought up there.
There, he started his own business of selling typewriters,
office equipment and calculators.
JR/SM: so, where did you do your engineering?
RH: Well, I didn’t. I couldn’t get into an engineering
college. I did Commerce because Arts was looked down
upon. When I look back I think I should probably have done
Arts, which would have been more relevant for what I do
now. However, the good part about doing Commerce was
that it gave me a lot of time. College was between 7 and 11
am. After that I would sit with my dad, giving demonstra-
tions of calculators and duplicators to customers. The
evenings were free. That is when I got into theatre. We
were a bunch of people who wanted to do theatre. So I
started writing plays, acting and directing them. I did not
see it as a career, but it gave me tremendous joy. I used to
look forward to the evenings.
JR/SM: how did films happen?
RH. We were a joint family and my uncle was an income
tax lawyer. He wanted me to do Chartered Accountancy
(CA) after my graduation. I did not want to do CA, but was
scared to tell him so. I finally gathered courage and told my
dad that I did not want to do CA. To my surprise, he agreed.
‘Don’t do it! Do what you want to do,’ he said. I told him I
wanted to do films, but did not know how to go about it. He
then told me to get educated and learn about films before I
started doing films. Thereafter I found out about the Film
Institute and applied for a course in direction. I went to
Bombay to write the entrance examination. I had no clue
about the test e it had a section on aptitude and another on
cinema. I must have done badly because I was not called for
the interview. I was heartbroken. I then joined law.
JR/SM: law?!! Where did that come from?
RH: I had to do it. It was that stage in life when you start
getting uneasy, thinking, what am I doing with my life? It was
so directionless. I joined law but I continued to do plays.
JR/SM: what kind of plays did you do? Did you do
Shakespeare?
RH: Oh no! There was no exposure to all that. I came to
know about Shakespeare only at the Film Institute. We
would do comic plays or those that are commentaries on
social issues. It was during this time when someone told me
that if I want to study at the Institute, I should not apply for
the direction course but for the editing course, where the
competition was less stiff. Even though I had no clue about
editing, I applied for it. My plan was to first get in and then
decide what to do. This time I knew what to expect in the
examination and prepared for it. I got admission in Editing.
Even though I did not know what it was about, I was
overjoyed.
The film institute years
JR/SM: what were the years at the film institute like?RH: Those three yearsdthey still seem like yester-
daydcompletely transformed my life. I had grown up in the
protected environment of Nagpur, whereas in this place I
had complete freedom. There was the library, there were
films, everybody was constantly talking about cinemadit
taught me not only cinema but I developed a new
perspective of life. Suddenly, I started to see things
differently.
JR/SM: how?
RH: Initially I was naı¨ve enough to think that after the
three years in the film school, I0d start off! In my mind I only
saw those peopledthe actors and the directors who passed
out from theredwho had made it. After a week at the
institute I realised that nothing of that sort was going to
happen because we started seeing people who didn’t make
it. A lot of ex-students would come with their bags and stay
at the hostel for months together. When I asked them why
they were not making films, they would say it was not that
easy. Now the institute has changed, but in those days
people would watch only world cinema, mostly European.
There was no exposure to Hollywood. Students didn’t even
watch Hindi films. There was a sense of being superior to
Hindi filmmakers.
JR/SM: did you ever feel that you have come to the
wrong place?
RH: Actually I did. Soon after I joined there was a strike.
Students were fighting for flexibility in course mix. Most felt
they had joined the wrong course and they all wanted to do
direction. The governing body called a meeting with the
students, which became unruly. The authorities called the
police who rounded us all up and put us behind bars. I
distinctly recall asking myself, what am I doing with my life?
I came here to make a movie and now I am behind bars!
Fortunately things got settled and the classes started.
JR/SM: it really was an interesting start to your career!
When did things start to change for the better?
RH: The change started when I realised that I was good.
For example, in the camera class, we learnt how to use the
camera, took pictures, processed them and transferred
them to slides for the professors to comment on. It was
during these sessions when the professor would comment
about my work that I realised that I was good at shooting;
my story telling was original.for me that was the trans-
formation. I keep saying that if you have a passion for
something, you will automatically excel in that. I have vivid
memories of making a 5 min film; it was an adaptation of
a Chekov story. It was projected in the theatre and some
professors and students watched it. After the screening, as
I was walking down to the hostel, I heard them talking
appreciatively about it. I was overjoyed! I cannot define
that moment. it changed me forever. that is when I
realised that I would chase my passion and not money. In
the past, I used to look at life in the conventional sensedI
need to make my career, earn money and be ‘successful’.
My ideas of looking at success changed completely during
my days at the institute. I decided I wouldn’t spend my life
doing something that was just for making money. I wanted
to spend my life doing something which made me feel good.
And I have since followed that. Actually that’s what I have
tried to say in 3 Idiots. Don’t get into a profession only
because you think it will give you more money. My dad still
gets worried because I make only one film in three years,
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not bother me. I feel far greater joy in doing things the way
I do them.
JR/SM: what else did you learn from the Film Institute?
RH: I learnt the way to do films. That place gave me the
opportunity to think and breathe films. We always used to
be on campus, watching films, reading about films and
talking with friends only about films. So I learnt a lot. I hear
people say ‘Why can’t we learn on the job?’ I feel that on
the job you will learn much more slowly and it won’t be the
best way to learn. Because in cinema there is a lot of
technology involved and on the job nobody is going to let
you touch the camera or lenses or tell you how a particular
stock would react to light. In the institute they teach you
the right techniques. One thing I didn’t learn there, which I
regret, is story telling and script writing. Nobody really
taught us script writing; one picked it up later when the
need arose to do ad films.
JR/SM: what about the business side of filmmaking?
RH: There was a course called production, but that was
a course which was looked down upon. Nobody paid any
attention to the commercial aspects, which we really
regretted later. For most of us at the institute, it was the
passion for making movies that drove us. We were not
concerned about money or commerce. It is only when you
come to Bombay that reality hits you.The years as editor
JR/SM: how did you get to Bombay?
RH: After the course got over I came to Bombay along
with many of my batch mates. We were thrown into the
deep end since we did not know anybody and work was very
difficult to come by. To use the cliche´, we ‘struggled’ and
life was indeed difficult. But to me those days were very
happy days, even if we had to worry about money. My
father was going through a rough patch and could not
support me. I shared accommodation with a friend; we paid
Rs. 600 each. Mr. Subhash Gupte, a film editor who used to
teach at the institute, gave me the first break. I edited
a documentary and a couple of ad films and got paid Rs.
1500/-. However, there was no work for the next 4 to 5
months. Work was not easy to come by because everybody
had their own units and they would ask me only if someone
was not available from there. I briefly joined a studio as an
in-house editor at a pay of Rs. 1200/- as that was the only
way I could meet people and show them my work, about
which I was growing in confidence. After five months I
started freelancing. To sustain myself I started editing ad
films. Soon I developed a good reputation for doing classical
scenes, scenes with emotions. I remember doing a 10 min
film for Annapurna atta for their sales meet. The idea was
to have some fun so that the sales guys can laugh at the
whole thing and remember it. I took stock shots from
Shahrukh Khan films, recorded some songs with fresh lyrics
and made a story about a guy who loves these soft rotis but
can’t find them. So he is searching for the perfect Anna-
purna who can give him soft rotisdwe called it ‘Dilwale
Annapurna Le Jayenge’. It was a big hit. There is
phenomenal opportunity for creativity in editing.
JR/SM: what does it take to be a good editor?RH: Editing has actually not been understood
completely. People and even the directors think that
editing is just cut and paste. It’s actually much beyond
that. It’s how you put it together that gives a work its
meaning. Let me give a classic example. You have three
shots. One shot of a man running towards a camera. You
have another shot of a banana peel lying on the ground and
his feet come closer to that. You have the third shot,
a long shot, where you see this man falling. Now, one can
arrange them linearly so that you see this man coming, his
feet come over the peel and he falls. You can achieve
a little laugh in this way. But I think you can achieve much
more if you do it differently. You first show this man
running, then you cut to the banana peel and again you cut
back to the man running. So what you have done to the
audience is you have given a sense of Oh! This man is going
to fall. Then you cut to the banana peel. You double the
pleasure. It’s a kind of story telling. You actually become
the writer because you start playing with the minds of the
audience.
JR/SM: what is the difference between editing and
directing? Do most directors start their careers as
editors?
RH: There are some directors such as Sanjay Leela
Bhansali and Hrishikesh Mukherjee, who have been editors.
My entry into editing was not intentional. But now when I
look back, that was a blessing in disguise because that
helped me to learn the technicalities of editing. Editing and
directing are very different jobs. The editor functions with
the shots that come to him while the director creates them
from scratch. He has the written words in front of him from
which he has to create this imagery. His job is far more
complex than the editor’s because he has to decide and
manage multiple aspects of filmmakingdchoice of loca-
tions, performance of actors, everything. A director might
have tremendous editing skills just as an editor might
become a good director. However, it’s not necessary that if
you are a good editor you will be a good director.
JR/SM: how did you get into direction?
RH: It started with ad films. Editing audiovisuals (AVs)
like ‘Dilwale Annapurna Le Jayenge’ was actually like
writing those AVs. I started inspiring confidence in others
about my ability to deliver something good. I started
producing and directing ad films.
JR/SM: how did you get to making feature films?
RH: Vidhu Vinod Chopra gave me the break. I had done
promos for Vinod’s film 1942: A Love Story. Vinod called me
and said he wanted me to edit Mission Kashmir because his
editor had fallen ill and was not in a position to continue.
I thought it over for a while. I had a full fledged production
house with an office and people working there e all of
which I would have to leave to do this film. However, as I
thought about it, I felt comfortable with the idea of doing
his film for deep down I knew that I had to make a feature
film. I had done ad-films for five years, and I said yes, I’ll do
it. That’s how it started.
JR/SM: what was the experience of editing a feature
film like?
RH: I had a blast, editing. For the first time in my life I
worked with a bunch of people who were passionate about
their cinema, who wanted to do good films and I thoroughly
enjoyed it! If I had the opportunity to work with Vinod when
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anywhere else. That would have been my life. The joy that I
got here was something I had never discovered in the ads or
in the first few films that I had done. Vinod kept on telling
me that I should make a movie. That was very motivating
and I decided that I will have to make a film. Ad films, at
the end of the day, meant working for someone else. So
after five months, I came back to my office and decided
that I would not work for the next six months. I needed
uninterrupted time to write a script, which I would not get
if I continued to work on ad films. I spent the next six
months concentrating on writing the script. Six months
became nine by the time I finished.
The film making years
JR/SM: why was the script of the film so important to you?
How did you go about it?
RH: The script was very important because at the back of
my mind I knew that the script was the only yardstick with
which others would judge me. Nobody would make a feature
film with me based on the ad-films that I had made. Neither
did I have any connections in the industry. Therefore, for
those nine months I was writing every day. Of course, there
would be dark days when nothing would come out of it.
Initially you take baby steps. You start by asking what the
basic idea is. Who is my protagonist? What will the scenes
be? Stray thoughts come to you about the scenes. You write
them down, and then keep the work aside to work on it later.
I would take a walk, carry a recorder and record something.
Then I would come back and write a bit. I would repeat the
process, sit and think for a while and pull all I had written
together. So it’s a thought process that keeps going on and
on for years. I lived with the basic idea of my first film
Munnabhai for nine years! There was no definite way for me
to know that it would worke therefore I kept bouncing it off
friends to get their reactions. Sanjay Gadhvi, a close friend,
who has made Dhoom, was not impressed when he heard it.
He said it is not going to work because it was very uncon-
ventional. Who would like to watch a film in a hospital? I was
very upset because I thought he may be right. So I put it
aside and started working on another script. But after
a month I got drawn back to it.
JR/SM: what appealed to you about it?
RH: I put a lot of my personal experiences into the
script. I have had bad experiences with doctors and I
wanted to make a film that hit them hard. My first draft was
about a goon in Bombay, who gets a headache and goes to
a doctor who sends him for various tests. He visits 10
doctors and still doesn’t know what is wrong with him.
Finally, he just pops a Saridon and he is fine. In this journey
he realises that this whole medical thing is a racket and
there is more money in it than there is in being a don.
Moreover, being a doctor is more respectable. So he decides
to go to medical school and become a doctor. The message I
wanted to convey to the doctors was to have more
compassion. If they want to make money they should go
somewhere else.
JR/SM: is that why you went back to the script?
RH: I thought that I should make at least one film to fulfil
my life’s mission. Therefore, I had to tell a story that
fascinated me. Many of my friends went to do medicine andI used to go and stay with them in medical college. There I
saw a lot of things, especially the corruption in medicine. I
used to keep a diary from my Nagpur days where I noted
anecdotes from my visits to my friends in medical colleges.
For example, there was this guy who used a skull as his
ashtray! One of my early films was about a patient who dies
in the hospital after being there for about two years. He
then comes back as a ghost to haunt these doctors. It was
funny, but I felt there was no soul in it. Munnabhai, the
compassionate don, was the soul that I was searching for. I
don’t know where the idea came from but it started
growing. He would do things very differently; he would do it
from his heart and not for any other reason.
JR/SM: how did you convince a producer to put money
behind it?
RH: I was very lucky because the first time I showed the
script to someone, he wanted to do this film. The
producer’s son was a friend of mine and as soon as I
narrated the story to his dad, he wanted to produce it in bi-
lingual format. I was not very comfortable with the idea of
a bi-lingual, so I took some time to think it over. Meanwhile
I asked Vinod Chopra whether he could put in a word for me
with Anil Kapoor whom I wanted to play Munnabhai. Now
Vinod being very principled, agreed to put in a word only if
he liked the script. When I narrated the story to him, he
wanted to produce it.
JR/SM: what did he like about it? Did he see the money
there or did he see the story?
RH: Vinod liked the story and obviously when he likes
a story he also sees the potential of making a successful
film. Given his stature, he knew that if he could make a film
within a particular budget, he would not make a loss. But
nobody, not even Vinod, had thought that it would be the
great hit that it became. I am sure that a typical Hindi film
producer would have rejected the script because most of
them look for a formula. Thus, every film needs to have an
item song, some action sequence and a romantic song in
Switzerland. A very famous director, after seeing my film
said, ‘Oh my God, you finished the whole movie in just
Bombay and Goa!’ Likewise, another said, ‘You changed all
the rules; you took an action hero like Sanjay Dutt and gave
him a role like this, you shot it in a hospital which had no
colour!’ I thus realised that what Munnabhai had done for
a lot of aspiring filmmakers was to give them the courage
to break the rules. It allowed them to experiment and the
emerging format of multiplexes complimented their
efforts.
JR/SM: at what point of time when making a film do
you think of things like costs and likely returns? When do
the economics come in?
RH: These days, the economics come in soon after the
script. But it didn’t work like that not so long ago. Tradi-
tionally the main actor was selected first, after that came
the director and then the script. Thereafter the budget was
made and everything else was added. The budget was made
by recovery, which was dependent on the kind of star-
actors that you got. Thus, if you had Shahrukh Khan or
Aamir Khan, you would be getting back most of your money.
But now the methods are changing, where one can start
from the script. There is proper software to break down the
script and calculate the costs based on the number of
locations where you need to shoot, the number of artists,
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the number of spot boys. You can break down every scene
and calculate the cost of everything that is necessary for
the scene. When you add up everything, you know what
kind of budget the film requires. Then you ask whether it is
feasible. If not, you go back and change the elements in the
script to manage the costs. If the film is costing in crores
and you have unknown actors, you are unlikely to recover
the money. Else you can spend the money, get the star and
improve your chances of recovery.
JR/SM: how do you get the main actor? Do you give
them the script?
RH: Unlike in Hollywood where actors read the script,
people here prefer the script to be narrated to them. So
how you narrate the script becomes very important. There
the actor also looks at other things such as the credentials
of the producer, whether he will be able to complete the
film, how he will market the film, whether he will give it
a good release and so on.
JR/SM: how did Sanjay Dutt end up playing the lead in
Munnabhai?
RH: Vinod Chopra wanted someone young for the role. We
tried getting Vivek Oberoi and Shahrukh Khan, but the dates
did not work out. Then Vinod asked me to do it with Sanjay
Dutt. He is a ‘Bhai’ and there is certain lovability about him.
Now when I look back I realise that it was a blessing. He
fitted the character and the character fitted him. Vinod
knew Sanjay Dutt. When I went to him, he readily agreed
and didn’t even read the script. Thus, in 2003, almost two
years after I wrote the script, we started shooting.
JR/SM: how did you survive for these years? was Vinod
paying you during this period?
RH: We started off in a very informal manner. I never
spoke about money because I had worked with him before
and knew that he was not the kind of guy who would short-
change me. My biggest concern at that point of time, like
every other director, was that the film had to be made.
Thus, it took two years to start shooting and one year went
off in making the movie. It was towards the end of the third
year that I started feeling the pressure. I had one little
office, which I sold off. Since I had stopped doing ad films,
the scripts stopped coming. I survived by doing one or two
odd ones that came my way.
JR/SM: if Munnabhai had not worked at the box
office.?
RH: You know, I had never expected Munnabhai to be
accepted the way it was. To me, I had made my first film,
fulfilled my deeply felt desire. I was very happy with the
thought that we had made a good film, a film that I could sit
and watch in my old age. I thought we would get some
critical acclaim, but never even dreamt of the commercial
success that we had. On the day of the release, at about
1 pm, we went to the theatres to watch the audience
reaction. It was the first show at Gaiety-Galaxy. The gate
keeper there made a thumbs down sign. My heart sank. We
entered the cinema hall and the ‘carom board’ scene was
going on. Though the hall was 50% empty those who were
there were clapping wildly. The first day audience are
pretty expressive and they seemed to be enjoying it. From
there we went to another theatre in Worli, then to Maratha
Mandir and we got the same reaction. When we reached the
last theatre, New Empire, in the evening, I called up BomanIrani who acts in the film and in the carom scene when the
audience started clapping, we knew that we had made
a great film. When we went out, the theatre board read
‘housefull’. Then, our distributor called up informing me
that the word of mouth was very strong and that the film
was going to go housefull from the next day. That was
unusual because it normally takes two to three days to pick
up. But people who had watched the 12 o’clock show called
up their friends and came once again for the 6 o’clock
show. It just caught on and Vinod recovered all his money.
We all made some money! But if it had failed I guess I would
have gone back to making ad-films.
JR/SM: how did the Munnabhai sequel happen?
RH: We never thought about a sequel. It just happened
by chance. Sequels in this industry are generally considered
disasters and if you look at it, Lage Raho is not really
a sequel. I had another storyda story about a boy in the
1940s, who is a very naughty kid in a small village. When
Mahatma Gandhi crosses his village on his padyatra, this
boy walks with Bapu over a period of two or three days. He
becomes highly impressed by Bapu. Then one day there is
an accident and the kid goes into a coma. He wakes up 50
years later in a city hospital and realises that the world has
changed. He is happy to know that India is independent, but
when he hears that Bapu is no more, he becomes sad and
starts hallucinating about Bapu. I was very excited about
this idea for many years, and I wrote and rewrote it. But
somehow the uniqueness of the idea was not getting con-
verted into the script. It was very boring. Then one
morning, during my walk, I thought what if Munnabhai
started hallucinating about Gandhi? Why will he want to
know about Gandhi? May be he is in love with a girl who is
a radio jockeydthe profession of today’s youth. She is
having a quiz about Gandhi and since he is in love with her,
he will want to answer those questions. He therefore goes
to the library to study about Gandhi, he starts to halluci-
nate and Gandhi comes to life! The whole thing was literally
done in an hour. I typed it and then realised that there was
no plot to it. No beginning or end. I went through hell. The
rest of the script took almost a year and a half. It was the
toughest script to dodI still see the flaws. Thank God
people didn’t see it! The idea however was unique.
JR/SM: why Gandhi?
RH: I had studied about Gandhi as much as any kid in
school, till I saw Attenborough’s Gandhi. When I read the
script of that film, I got inspired and that’s when I started
reading about him and really started to like him. But in any
discussion about Gandhi it is very fashionable to bash him
and say that it was because of him that we had partition
and Pakistan. Everybody would comment, even people with
no knowledge about him and I thought that was unfair.
Despite flaws, he by himself had changed the history of this
nation for the better. So I wanted my film to do the talking.
JR/SM: why?
RH: I think all of us get angry at things. My anger, as in
the first case, was against doctors. In this case it was with
some friends who thought that Gandhism cannot work in
today’s time. Then there is this anger, which has been in me
for a long time, with astrologers, palmist, soothsayers and
this whole concept of God! Thus, I made fun of astrologers
in Lage Raho Munnabhai and in 3 Idiots, Sharman’s char-
acter has pictures of God in his hostel room, rings on his
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he won’t succeed.
JR/SM: are you motivated to reform society?
RH: Cinema is all about entertaining. My principal motto
is, ‘I shall entertain’. Nobody walks into the theatre to be
preached to or to learn something. So I have to be sure that
whatever I do, even when I have a message to deliver, it
must be done in a manner that is highly entertaining.
Cinema is story telling and story telling is about enter-
taining. At the same time, it is a commentary on reality.
JR/SM: is a don in a medical school real?
RH: No film is real; they are all fantasies. You know that
this cannot happen. Munnabhai was not real, neither does
anybody see Gandhi. But one wants to create a perception
of reality. I tell my actors not to make funny faces to make
people laugh. It is the situation that makes people laugh.
You need to act real and the audience will laugh if they
think that this fellow is caught in a funny situation. Thus, in
my films, the structures and situations are very real.
JR/SM: as a director, what kind of relationship do you
have with the actors?
RH: Every actor has something unique to offer. There-
fore, every actor needs to be handled differently. For
example, Sanjay Dutt is very impromptu. On the other
hand, Boman Irani does intensive preparation. So you go
with him much in advance. Even if you give 20 instructions
to Aamir, he has the ability to pull it off. But someone else
may not be able to handle more than one at a time.
Sometimes you leave an actor to do what he wants. You try
to discover an actor’s personality during the initial days. As
a director, you are learning the art of man-management all
the while. Because all these actors are experts in their own
fields and are freelancers. They are committed to doing
a very good job. But as a director, my focus is always on the
film because ultimately it is the director who gets the credit
or the blame for the film.
JR/SM: what about the technicians? How do you work
with them?
RH: Just like the actors, one needs to inspire the techni-
cians as well. I spend a lot of time individually with them.
About three or four months of preproduction goes into that. I
narrate the story to the makeup man, the hair dresser, the
costume person, the sound recordist and to the camera-
person, often several times, so that everybody is in sync with
what’s happening. Otherwise, their imagination will make
them see another script. This danger is especially there with
the cameraperson who is the second in command during the
shoot. If he sees it differently, he will set up completely
different frames leading to disputes. Well, there are still
disputes. Even the actors might see things differently and I
have no issues with that. Either they are convinced, or they
have to convinceme. I feel that a director’s job is to just give
directions. Give the team a dream and let them come upwith
as many ideas as possible. They are masters of their profes-
sions and I can learna lot from them if I give themthe freedom
of imagination.
JR/SM: who is responsible for hiring and assembling
the team, the director or the producer? Who takes the
risk?
RH: Both of them work together. The director would
want his choice of people, those with whom he is
comfortable working. The producer makes sure that it iswithin his budget. The producer is the one who bears the
risk. However, sometimes he can pass the risk on to the
distributor or the exhibitor. Sometimes when people make
a film with a star, they pre-sell it and make the film with the
money. If there are big stars, the distributors estimate how
much money they can make. In that case it is the distributor
who is bearing the risk. Sometimes, he might sell it to an
exhibitor, who might have got interested seeing a big name.
Therefore they agree to buy the film at a premium and bear
the risk.
JR/SM: how do they estimate?
RH: They decide purely based on past experience. The
whole country is broken into six territories, apart from
which there is the world market, satellite programmes,
home video and emerging markets such as direct-to-home
(DTH) and the Internet. For example, distributors in
Bombay would know the theatres where the film is going to
be released and they can calculate how much money the
theatre is likely to give them back, based on what kind of
stars there are in the movie. They have identified some
pattern, but that is not foolproof. Based on such estimates
they will arrive at some figure. You might argue that you
have spent a lot of money shooting at exotic locations so
that they might give you more after a lot of negotiation. It
is very strange e nobody analyses the script. It is
completely based on star power and they fix the rates
accordingly.
JR/SM: is this process transparent? Do you get to know
how much money your movie made?
RH: There is absolutely no transparency in this business.
All the producers are trying to fight for transparency. You
give music rights to a music company. They have multiple
channels of revenue. They sell music CDs, ring tones, give
the music to radio stations and make money from perfor-
mance rightsdwhen someone performs those songs in
functions, they are supposed to pay to the music company.
But there is no way a film producer can track all these
avenues. So when striking a deal, people usually focus on
the upfront money. The idea is to negotiate and get as
much as possible at the outset. Sometimes you appoint
a distributor on a commission basis. You pay him
a percentage and the rest comes to you. But even there you
are never sure. With multiplexes, there is some kind of
transparencydit’s all computerised and you get to know
the gross and net receipts. But for other theatres across the
board, you don’t get to know anything.
JR/SM: what is the impact of corporate houses
entering the film industry?
RH: They are certainly professionalising the commercial
aspects of filmmaking. They put in place a competent
team with MBAs, who know how to distribute the films,
how to market the films, how to publicise the films and
how to create a buzz around the films. They are also
opening up many more revenue streams such as
merchandising and selling of ring tones. Ring tones are big
and we did not even know that such a thing existed. One
sees a strong effort on their part to streamline a lot of
things. They analyse the market and create a plan for the
next five years. Some of the corporates have also bought
theatres. However, they have hardly made any difference
to film production. I still feel individual producers are
more competent to make films because there is something
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JR/SM: what about financing? Does the underworld
still finance a lot of films?
RH: Underworld financing is completely gone ever since
corporates came in a big way. May be a few B and C grade
films still get financed that way. But corporate houses that
do four or five films a year are getting their films funded by
the banks or by the public. In fact they were able to raise so
much money that things got a bit unreal. When they initially
came and talked to actors and directors, nobody took them
seriously. Therefore, they started buying people by paying
double, triple their prices. Overall, the cost of production
shot up. We wondered how they will be able sustain
themselves. They were probably paying such ridiculously
high prices because of the stock marketsdtheir stock pri-
ces would go up once they announced the signing up of
a famous actor or the producer. All this went on as long as
the economy was booming. Then everything tanked along
with the economy. Some of them shut shop and dis-
appeared. Films that had started then are still incomplete
and in deep trouble. The actors cannot believe that there is
nobody paying them those prices, a lot of technicians are
sitting at home. Now prices have come to more realistic
levels and the corporate houses are re-adjusting their
sights. I am very positive about them and think that the
industry is going to reap the benefits of corporatisation in
the next two or three years.
JR/SM: what about the multinationals? What impact
will the entry of the likes of SONY and Warner have?
RH: Their strength lies on the overseas front where we
are not strong. Warner, for the first time, released a Hindi
film overseas. Unfortunately the film did not work, so they
will tread with caution now. But they have realised the
potential of Hindi films and are pumping huge amounts of
money to get the best actor, the best director and the best
team. The script is still a problem and there is no way to
judge. I don’t think they have the competency to judge
whether a script will work in an Indian milieu. They willhave to bank on people and past record. But a good track
record does not mean that the next film will be a success.
JR/SM: corporates must have approached you too, why
did you not sign on with them?
RH: It never made sense to me signing four or five films
at a time. What are those five films that I am signing up for?
I might take three years to come up with an idea for one
film. I will think of doing another film only when the next
idea comes.
JR/SM: what if someone came to you saying that ‘I
have this great idea’.will you do a film?
RH: It can be anybody’s idea. My job is to direct films and
I would love to do just that. But I’m not getting scripts, so I
am writing them myself. Writing is satisfying, but it takes
a lot of time. I will be very happy if someone comes up with
a good script. I can do a lot more films then. Unfortunately,
nothing inspiring is coming my way. I cannot do films if the
story is uninspiring.
JR/SM: Raju Hirani, thank you very much for this
wonderful interview. We wish that you come up with
many more inspiring stories so that your next film, and
indeed every film that you make, is a big success.
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